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CONTEXT: CONFLI CT PREVENTI ON REACHES ADOLESCENCE

It has been seven years since Agenda for Peace called for
“preventive diplomacy” toward conflicts such as in Yugosl avi a.

It is five years since the horrendous ethnic atrocities in Rwanda
started the UN and sone governnents to do a bit of soul-searching
about the conflict inplications of their activities in devel oping
countries. The human suffering, huge financial costs for
humanitarian relief and peacekeepi ng, and ot her reasons that
first led to the post-Cold war international interest in conflict
prevention -- preventing violent conflicts before they start or
containing initial outbreaks -- continue to provide a rationale
for this fledgling policy novenent, if it can be called that.
Every hal f-year or so, another major crisis follows upon an
earlier one, like East Tinor followed after Kosovo, which erupted
in the sane year as the wars in the DRC and between Ethiopia and
Eritrea.

To be sure, the UN, EU, and other mmjor international actors are
far from having established a regular policy of nonitoring
potential genocides or other violent conflicts, and acting early
if it is feasible wherever they threaten to cause maj or human
suffering. To the contrary, for those in the snmall but grow ng
professional circles who are involved in conflict prevention as
students, researchers or practitioners, the adoption and

i npl enentation of the immnently sensible idea of prevention
seens maddeni ngly sl ow and perpl exi ngly equi vocal, especially as
per suasi ve evidence of its value and do-ability accunul ates.
Setting aside the repeated failures to act in a robust way toward
crises before they escal ate, basic conceptual blindspots and
nmuddl ed definitions persist, not only in the nedia but often at
t he hi ghest policy |evels:

» The tendency to ignore the vastly different practical
inplications of incipient stages of potentially violent
political disputes, on the one hand, and viol ent stages of
armed and militarized conflicts, on the other.

« Equating humanitarian and peacekeepi ng i nterventions on behal f
of crisis mtigation with conflict or crisis prevention, which
is ained at obviating such renedial actions.

e The automatic assunption of older fields such as track-two
conflict resolution, human rights, devel opnent, denocracy-
bui l di ng, and so on that they, too, have been doing conflict
prevention all along (an indication of its grow ng
“popul arity”), even though the ways those fields pursue their
main goals may be as harnful as it is helpful in preventing
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particular violent conflicts, depending on the conditions
wi thin the particul ar case.

In this connection, a curious note was the recent suggestion by
UN Secretary CGeneral Kofi Annan, apparently pronpted by Kosovo
and East Tinor, that the international comrunity should be
prepared to support nore and nore such expensive and soneti nmes
destructive crisis interventions, rather than try to spend |ess
on alleviating crises and nore in preventing them It is possible
there is a built-in conmpulsion or vested political interest
within major international entities, despite all their qual ns
about nmultilateral cooperation, to pursue only the nost costly
and difficult mlitary interventions, and bypass the nore tinely
ones with fewer difficulties, controversy and cost? The
continued hesitation to devote najor attention and resources to
conflict prevention may be due to such an ingrained habit, or to
bei ng pushed off the agenda by other worthy but conpeting issues,
to a mental |ag anong many policymakers that has kept them from
internalizing the neaning and val ue of prevention, to their |ack
of exposure to its payoffs in particular places, or to clearly
contradictory vested interests that block the way. But does it
make | ogi cal sense to attribute the current problemto | ack of
political will, when it is not clear they really been asked to
act preventively, rather than reactively? It is not self-evident
whet her any nucl eus exists inside the major bureaucratic systens
that has been urging top decision nakers to do anything very
significant in potential crisis spots that are of peripheral
importance. No clear loci exist so far for the responsibility in
nost of the |eading organizations. Wthin those entities as in
the public sphere of the international conmunity as a whol e,
conflict prevention is still a matter of voluntary charity, not
specific responsibility.

To clarify the conceptual matter, conflict prevention includes
any structural or interactive neans to keep intrastate or
interstate tensions and di sputes fromescalating into significant
viol ence and to strengthen the capabilities to resolve such

di sputes peacefully as well as alleviate the underlying problens
t hat produce them including forestalling the spread of active
hostilities into new places. It conmes into play both in places
where conflicts have not occurred recently and where recent

|l argely terminated conflicts could recur. Depending on how they
are applied, it can include the particular nethods and neans of
any policy sector, whether |abelled prevention or not (e.g.,
sanctions, conditional aid, nediation, structural adjustnent,
denocratic institution-building, etc.), and they m ght be carried
out at the global, regional, national or |ocal |evels by any
governnental or non-governnental actor.



In any case, the basic argunent and nessage of confli ct
prevention still has not “stuck” in many critical policy quarters
and levels, despite all the talk and activity in this field since
the early 1990's. The quantity of policy doctrine, earmarked
organi zations and offices, specific decision procedures, public
heari ngs, policy debates, appropriations, programregulations,
field manual s, and other infrastructure of the kind that is
comonpl ace for other post-Cold War policy concerns such as
humani tarianism terrorism devel opnent, denocracy, peacekeeping,
and arnms control still far outweighs those found so far in
conflict prevention.

THE SHI FTI NG BURDEN OF PROOF

I ndeed, in view of the rigorously calcul ated data the Carnegie
Comm ssi on assenbled to conpare the costs of prevention to those
of md-conflict peace enforcenment (e.g., Kosovo) or post-conflict
intervention, one could argue that the inefficiencies in the
failure to use avail able means and resources to nore concertedly
address conflict prevention is such a huge waste of public funds
that it rises to the | evel of scandal. This squandering m ght be
a ripe issue for opposition politicians who wi sh to chall enge

i ncunbent governnents. The idea that prevention should be used

i nstead of bl oodshed and bonbs m ght appeal to a sizeable portion
of the public, were they to know about its cost-effectiveness.

Having noted all this, the significant increnental progress in
the field should be recogni zed and built upon. Not only is
conflict prevention now expressed frequently in the official
statenents and policy agendas of the UN, the EU, nany regional
bodi es and governnents. Not only have many i ntergovernnent al
and NGO i nternational conferences been held on the subject.
Not only are case-studies of success and failures and ot her
research bei ng produced. But a nunber of concrete efforts to
prevent particular violent conflicts before they m ght start
have been made in the Baltics, in the Bal kans, in Eastern
Europe, in Africa, in Latin Anerica, and in Asia. Although
the only office that is dedicated exclusively to conflict
prevention is the H gh Conm ssioner for National Mnorities of
the OSCE, the UN, OSCE, EU, and nany regi onal bodies (e.qg.,
QAU) and subregi onal bodies (e.g., SADC) all have created

rudi mentary early warning and conflict prevention nechani sns
and used themto a limted extent; several NGO s are
forwarding early warning reports with response recommendati ons
to deci si onnaki ng bodies (e.g., CPN, FEWER); and the concepts
and steps of early warning and conflict response are slowy
being infused into regular programme operations through
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practical analytical tools and training programmes by the

Eur opean Conmi ssion, the UN and ot her bodies. There is also
growi ng investigation of how the different policy sectors that
are advocated on their own terns, such as econonic

devel opnent, environnental prograns, arnms control, human
rights, humanitarian relief, denocracy, and rule of law, can
al so be targetted nore precisely to prevent violent conflicts.

Finally, in terns of the overall climate, it does seemthat as
each new crisis hits the headlines, there is | ess heard about
how such conflicts are inevitable tragedies. Instead, nore
doubts and concerns seemto be publicly voiced that perhaps
the calamity could have been avoi ded, and they ask what went
wrong. More broadly, there are sone signs that an inplicit
international normmay be slowy achieving articulation. Both
UN Secretary General Kofi Annan and U. S. President dinton
publicly acknow edged in 1998 that their respective

organi zati ons could have acted earlier to prevent the Rwanda
genocide in 1994. Potentially enbarrassing Parlianentary
official public inquiries have been nade in France and Bel gi um
into the roles that their governnents may have played in

negl ecting or worseni ng that horrendous human calamty. Thus,
there seens to be sonewhat nore acceptance, albeit dinmy so
far, of the principle that, if violent conflicts are not

i nevi tabl e and can be prevented with reasonable effort,
international actors are bound to act to do what is possible
wherever situations may | ead to massive viol ence.

In short, the field is nmaking scant progress at the level of top
official activity and public awareness, and sonmewhat nore
progress increnentally at the mddle and field |evels..

THE CURRENT PHASE

Significant further novenent requires nore political pressure
frominportant constituencies and nore energetic |eadership at
the top on the major bodies concerned (including the | arge NGO
organi zations in humanitarianism human rights, and so on). Sone
of the relevant forces have not been heard fromon this subject,
such as | egislatures who hold governnents’ purse strings. But
anot her of the elenments that may be |imting novenent is the |ack
of solid knowl edge and ready-to-use guidelines in the hands of
deci si onnmakers about what approaches to preventing conflicts are
effective, ineffective, or harnful, and under what conditions.

The reason we m ght say prevention has reached adol escence is
that it is | ooked upon fondly for its prom se and yet old enough
to do sone damage and to know better. The conventional w sdomin
the |l ast few years has been that “the problemis not early
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war ni ng but lack of political will to get action.” Sonme of the
factors behind the |ack of political will were noted above. But
there is also now a dawning realization that the problemin
conflict prevention and post-conflict peacebuilding is not nerely
getting action but inplenenting effective actions. In both
potential - and post-conflict interventions as well, policymakers
and field-level practitioners are beginning to be expected, not
sinply to launch initiatives and run prograns and projects, but
al so to be accountable for getting nore tangible results in
achieving the ultimate goal of a sustainable peace, using the
limted international resources that are avail abl e and bei ng
spent.

Certain recent events and trends have stinulated this pressure
for nore accountability and greater attention to eval uation of
what is cost-effective:

* Increasing recognition that actions by international community
are often part of the causation of conflict and can worsen the
situation. W speak here not only of arnms sal es or harsh
structural adjustnent prograns, but even about those actions
that are deliberately ainmed at conflict prevention or assuned
to have such effects. It is becom ng recogni zed, for exanple,
that pronoting majoritarian elections in highly divided
societies can increase the risks of violent backlash by
factions who see thenselves losing. 1

* Reversals of international post-conflict m ssions that were at
one tinme celebrated as successes (e.g., Angola, Canbodia).

e Instances where it is now widely accepted that policy errors
were made by taking certain ostensibly preventive or

e 1 See Ben Reilly, “Voting is Good, Except Wien It Quarantees
War,” Washi ngton Post, Sunday, COctober 17, 1999, Page B2. One
m ght make a strong case that a certain pattern has becone
evident in the international responses to pre-nassacre
Burundi, 1993; Kosovo, 1992-98; and East Tinor, 1999. The
international community’ s inplicit political chanpioning of a
mnority’'s rights, such as through honoring unoffici al
ref erenduns, and denounci ng the human rights violations of
their oppressors, thus denoni zing the perpetrators, can becone
vi ol ence precipitation instead of violence prevention. It
may sinply put the vulnerable mnority at greater risk by
provoki ng the nore powerful |ocal faction to pre-enpt the
direction of political change mlitarily, while making no
provision for protecting the weaker side fromthe forces of
this violence.




peacebui | ding actions, such as conferring diplomatic
recognition on seceding entities w thout guaranteeing their
security (Croatia in 1991), and |lack of application of
existing aid conditionalities in Rwanda.

* Increasing questioning of whether humanitarian aid often has
adverse effects on conflicts, such as in the maintaining of
the Hutu Interhamwe mlitants in the refugee canps of eastern
Zaire from 1994 to 1997, after their exodus from Rwanda.

* The findings of recent program eval uations contracted by
fundi ng agenci es and foundati ons who are concerned whet her
their noney is being well-spent. Their findings in sone
instances are revealing the limtations of frequently used and
wel | -nmeaning initiatives such as NGO ‘track two’' dipl onacy,
human rights pronotion, devel opnent aid, and ot her neasures --
when they are not explicitly attuned to the nost significant
sources and nmani festations of conflicts in specific settings.

e Scattered findings enmerging fromthe enpirical studies of both
early warning and conflict prevention that been published over
the past four years that suggest that international preventive
interventions that is half-hearted may be worse than no action
at all, since it is interpreted by determ ned repressors as a
litrmus test of what they can get away wth.

These devel opnents are beginning to shift the direction and tone
of the prevention discussion fromviewi ng the problemonly as
inaction to viewwng it also as ineffective action. It is
becom ng nore evident that it is not sufficient merely to press
for just any preventive response (“Do sonething, quick!”). The UN
and other international actors not only need to respond toward
incipient conflict situations nore pronptly; they al so nust
respond nore intelligently. This nmeans | aunching particul ar
responses that are actually likely to be effective once

i npl enented, and that are inplenentable. The recent policy errors
have occurred in places with potential conflict where
international actors are already present and carryi ng out
programmes, not places where they have yet to arrive. Thus,

i nternational preventive failures has involved not only acts of
om ssion, but acts of comm ssion. The current challenge in
conflict prevention is no |longer sinply whether action is taken,
but which action is taken. Wat is nowrequired is not sinply
political will but political w sdom

Yet, further acceptance and exploration of conflict prevention
need not await nore definitive results fromresearch
Sufficient, persuasive evidence already exists to get serious
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about making nore investnent in preventive actions, procedures
and organi zation. Prevention still does not receive the political
and public priority it ought to have, and nore vigorous and
targetted advocacy of the value of prevention and to establishing
t he organi zational and political apparatuses to do it is
essential to noving the field forward. The point is rather that
just nore publicity and politicking al one does not necessarily

| ead to better policy. The popularization of awareness of
conflicts and of the prom se of conflict prevention may in fact

wor sen policy choices -- unless it is acconpanied by a
si mul t aneous enphasis on solid analysis of various policies’
|l i kel y consequences. Analysis alone will not change the existing

priorities but it can build up a basis for sound policy for the
time when further advocacy gets nore dramatic results. And
presumably, a higher political priority would include nore
attention to analysis as well as action.

In the neantine, it is incunbent on the specialist community that
so far has pursued the field to bring the existing evidence
forward and to do further and nore rigorous research on cruci al
practical questions of what works and what doesn’t, why, and how
do we find out these things. The nethods of program eval uation
and performance nonitoring research that have been |long used in
other fields of international and donestic policy need to be

har nessed to the inprovenent of conflict prevention policy.

| SSUES, APPROACHES AND FI NDI NGS

The remai nder of this paper hopes to contribute to the
i nternational process of strengthening the effectiveness of

current and future prevention efforts. It does this through
addressi ng sone of the nmain anal ytical issues arising when
eval uating such efforts nore systematically. It also treats

briefly the questions of where to |ocate prevention eval uations
and how to create international and | ocal organizational
capacities through which reliable evaluations can be brought to
the attention of decisionmakers at all relevant levels so as to
informtheir choices and inplenentation responsibilities. The
foll om ng sections:

* identify major analytical and organi zational issues that arise
when doi ng assessnents of preventive efforts;

« describe differing approaches that recent studi es have taken
to these issues, and indicate sone of their strengths and
weaknesses;

e present sanple findings fromthe different approaches. 2

2The paper draws on materials that have focussed nmainly on post-
Cold War intra-state conflicts. However, these conflicts often
8



ANALYTI CAL | SSUES

Certain definitional and nethodol ogi cal issues need to be faced
if evaluations are to be based rigorously on consistent rul es of
inquiry and reliable and rel evant data. These issues arise at
any |level where the | ocus of responsibility for evaluation design
and inplementation may |ie:

» \What preventive activities should be the focus?
« \Wat prevention inpacts are to be neasured?
e How do we know that our conclusions are valid?

What Preventive Activities Should be the Focus?

To assess the inpact of any formof collective action, including
prevention activity, and to conpare it with others in order to
identify possible patterns, requires a precise notion of what is
bei ng assessed. This focus nust have a certain unity, internal
nat ure, and boundaries that distinguish it fromother actions and
fromthe environnment in which it arises and on which it may
inmpact. Defining an action as having a discrete character and a
begi nning and an end is somewhat artificial but useful for the
pur pose of studying how it behaves. And conflict prevention like
other policy fields does organize and nobilize governnental and
non- governnmental actors and resources in various nore or |ess

del i berate and ordered ways so as to achieve explicit objectives,
and these units or categories of activity can be usefully
delineated as integral wholes for the purpose of evaluating their
i npacts.

But this does not settle yet the question of which units of such
activities should be analyzed. Prevention activities can be
di vided up and categorized in several ways. What kinds of

preventive “efforts,” “action,” “activities,” or “intervention”
- to use general, inclusive terns for the nonent -- are to be the
focus for analysis? Although words |ike “policy,” “programe,”

“project,” “initiative” or policy “instrunment” are frequently
used, they carry no conmmonly accepted neanings, so they require a
stipulated definition. There is no accepted unit of preventive
action that should be analyzed. |In the age of Internet |earning,
these terns need to be generic if they are to be used for cross-
cultural as well as cross-case | esson-draw ng.

i nvol ve various extra-territorial forces and actors that
internationalize intra-state wars, such as seen dramatically in
the recent conflict in the DRC
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The basic choices in picking a unit for analysis have to do with
a) the vertical level in the global system-—- global, regional
national or |local -- at which they operate and woul d be expected
to have inpacts; and b) the horizontal breadth at any of these

| evel s, nmeani ng whether one or nore types of interventions are
exam ned at any one |evel.

Eval uati on can and has | ooked at conflict prevention and
peacebui l ding activities carried out at the global, regional,
national and local levels. Concrete exanples of preventive
actions at these respective |evels would be an international
crimnal court, a regional enbargo on arns traffic or trade, a
nati onal debate, and a rural village devel opnent project.
Various types of practitioners work at these different |evels,
such as policy planners, country-level desk officers, country-
| evel program and project admnistrators and NGO “chi efs of
party,” and rural comrunity project inplenmenters. So they wll
naturally tend to take an interest in evaluations that focus on
the units and results at their particular |evels.

At each of these levels, the scope for a study can include one
type of distinct progranmme, project, or initiative (whatever term
is used), such as those in the exanples, or it could span across
several types applied at that level. It would thus vary in terns
of the “reach” it enconpasses -- functionally across policy
sectors, geographically across a given territory, and
denographically across a society and population. Wthin each
such type at any level, there may be several kinds of sub-
activities that are carried out and can be evaluated. The
possibilities can be visualized bel ow.

Table 11.
Possible Units of Preventive Activity to Eval uate
Level Di stinct types of intervention
1 2 3 4
d obal v
Regi onal v
Nat i onal v
Local v

I nternal and External Sources of Prevention

Wthin the national and local levels, it is inportant to include
in the analysis indigenous factors, i.e., factors such as the
presence or absence of a denocratic tradition that are not
directly affected by external forces. W should not assune that
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the question of prevention effectiveness enconpasses only the
activities of external actors who cone to the scene from outside
a given conflict arena. The outbreak of potential violent
conflicts may be determ ned as much by the | ocalized proclivities
for either violence or peaceful resolution of tensions or by what
internal actors do or not do, as it is by whether various
external actors do sonething and whether what they do is
effective.3 A famliar exanple would be the peaceful breakup of
Czechosl ovakia in 1992. Although in retrospect we know sone of
the donestic political dynam cs that explain why the divorce was
peaceful (e.g., the insul ated negotiations between Vacl av Kl aus
and Viadimr Meciar), in 1990 and 1991, that situation was on
sone lists of the potentially nost explosive ethnic conflicts in
Central Europe. Thus, it is crucial to define the fundanental
research problemas not nerely “Wat external preventive efforts
are effective?” but rather: “Wat internal and external factors
prevent conflicts?”4 A particular situation of potenti al

3Contrary to a conmon inpression, many social tensions and
political disputes that could escalate — in fact, probably the
vast preponderance (cf. Laitin and Ferejohn, 199 ) — are nmanaged
internally so as to keep them from becomng violent. There is
probably no general penchant for violence. To the contrary, the
usual bias is likely for stability and peace; violent conflicts
are the exception to the rule.

4 Reframing the question this way may be confusing at first.

The prevailing semantics in doing diagnosis in order to come up
Wi th policy prescriptions |ooks first for various “causes” of a
conflict. These are usually assumed to be local in origin.
(“Early warnings” are sinply the specific expressions and

i ndi cators of various causes of conflicts.) It then |ooks at
what external actions m ght be recommended. This often presunes
that preventive renedies are external. But instead of view ng
the local situation as nmainly the source of the problem and the
external actions as mainly the source of the solution, a nore
accurate perspective treats both internal and external factors as
possi bly part of the problemand part of the solution, depending
on the individual case. Just as the search for the causes of
violent conflicts nmust be pursued internationally as well as

| ocally, so nust the causes of conflict prevention be |ooked for
locally as well as internationally.

Thi s nore open perspective not only yields the nost conprehensive
and bal anced di agnosis of a conflict situation, and of
prescriptions of what m ght be done about it, froman anal yti cal
point of view. Know ng about the internal capacity or incapacity
for prevention has the practical value of helping to gauge the
urgency of specific situations and the extent that external
action may even be necessary at all. That is, it provides a
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conflict holds within it a certain set of external
conditions that w |l
vi ol ent or

peaceful relations.

vary in ternms of their tendency toward

Tabl e 1I.

A conpl ete catal ogue of the
determ nants of the likely trajectory of a particular vul nerable
situation could sort themin terns of whether they are causes or
remedi es and whet her they are external
(endogenous) .

(exogenous) or internal
The follow ng table gives sone recent exanples.5

Sources of the Determ nants

O Whether Potentially Violent Situations Escalate into Violence
or Follow a Peaceful Course
(Exanpl es from Yugosl avia, 1990-1992)
Possi bl e Causes of Possi bl e Renedi es
Vi ol ence for Violence
External factors EU recogni tion of EU of fer of
Croati an economc aid if
i ndependence, early |inter-republican
1992. di sputes are
resol ved
peaceful Iy, 1991.
Internal factors Croatian and Macedoni an

Ser bi an Republics
| eaders’ public
tendencies to

el ectorate’s
rejection of
nati onal i st

incite ethnic parties’ appeals in
groups’ fears and Parl i anentary
national i st el ections, late
anbi tions, 1990-92. | 1991.

vul nerability assessnment or risk assessnent.
identify positive trends and actors that external

actors mght choose to reinforce, i.e.

assessnent .

It al so can

“early opportunities” as nuch as fromauthoritative early

and i nternal

and i nternal
a needs or opportunity
The field could benefit froma docunented |ist of

war ni ngs.

5Because regional factors and actors that are close to a
conflict arena may inpinge significantly on the conflict parties,
we can consider thempart of the internal situation, rather than
as external.
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In exam ning a given situation, what is needed is an assessnent
of all the key causal variables or dinmensions -- both internal
and external -- that are known fromrigorous research on many
cases to tell whether the situation is likely to take one course
or another. In any given situation, depending on the particular
val ues of these several variables, i.e., their magnitude or
character in each situation, the trajectory would likely incline
toward nore conflict or nore peace, or sonething in between
(i.e., conflict escalation, suppression, postponenent or

resol ution).

Commonly Used Units of Analysis

G obal and Regional Level. A few studies have tried to evaluate
the effects on preventing violent conflicts within states or

bet ween states of organi zations, treaties, nornms, and ot her

i nfl uences that operate at the supra-national global or regional
levels in relation mainly to states. For exanple, one preventive
strategy that has attracted considerable interest of |ate,

per haps because of the activities of the OSCE and the policies of
enl argenment of NATO and the EU, is the offer of prospective
menbership in nmultilateral organizations in order to encourage
states to behave properly toward their own citizens and toward

ot her states.

Qobvi ous i ndividual exanples can be cited of this policy’s
apparent success, such as the integration of former enem es

wi thin the EU and NATO (Schnei der and Weitzman, 1996; 15). An
anal ysis of the Visegrad experinent, the Central European
Initiative, the Council of Baltic Sea States, and Bl ack Sea
Econom ¢ Cooperation, argues that the various efforts by Wstern
Eur opean states to foster such post-Cold War subregi onal econom c
and security organi zati ons anong Eastern European states has
provi ded a useful provisional influence in the region that

suppl enents the incentive provided by their expectations of
eventual ly joining Europe itself (Bonvicini, 1996; 9).

The scattered studies that | ook at a | arge nunber of cases to
nmeasure overall trends appear to corroborate the notion that
participation in nmultilateral organizations can elicit nore
peaceful behavior by states. To illustrate, the many states that
were integrated into postal unions from 1816 and 1990, were nore
i kely than other states to be constrained from belligerent
actions. Indeed, these econom c organi zati ons were a nore
significant pacifying force than the security alliances of the
sane period (Schneider and Krause, 1993; 14-15). From 1970 to
1993, the Soviet Union and Russia were increasingly induced to
conply with fam |y reintegration and Jewi sh em gration norns and
agreenents through its participation in the CSCE conferences that
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devel oped these human rights norns (Gubin, 199 ). Simlar
effects on states’ behavior were found in the cases of the offer
of EU nenbership to Central and Eastern Europe, the pursuit by

t he Peopl e’ s Republic of China of menbership in the General
Agreenent on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) and World Trade

Organi zation (WO, and the effort to join the UN and ot her
organi zati ons by the Republic of China (ROC) (Shanmbaugh 1996;
21, 31).

National Level: Instrunents. The nost common unit of analysis
enployed in the prevention literature is interventions applied at
the national level. These are |ooked at both individually and in

the sets of interventions that may conprise a nmulti-faceted,
multilateral effort in a country.

To the extensive |literature on nediation, negotiations, and
sanctions are being added studies that address the utility of

| ess-known tools that are increasingly being used for prevention.
The list of generic instrunents potentially usable could include
such diverse ones as: preventive deploynent, cross-lines |ocal
devel opnent projects, political conditionality in aid, social
safety nets, denocracy-institution building, judicial war crinmes
tribunals, truth and reconciliation comm ssions, official
negoti ati ons, non-official “track-two” dial ogues, elections,

el ection observation/assi stance, national conferences or civil
society foruns, humanitarian relief, human rights observers,

pr obl em sol vi ng wor kshops, police reform special envoys, and
many others in the potential prevention “tool box” (e.g.,
Cortright, 1997, Esman, forthcom ng, 1998; Lund, et. al, 1997,
1998; Lund, 1997; Ross, 199 ; Rothman, forthcom ng; Vayrinen,
1997; Vayrinen, et. al. 1999, 178-218; Reilly, et. al. 1998).
These studies draw evidence from one or nore actual applications
of a type of intervention.

[I'lustration: Political Conditionality. This donor instrunent
makes aid or trade avail abl e depending on the recipient’s record
with respect to human rights, denocratization, or other

obj ectives of “good governance.” By deterring or stopping human
rights violations, reducing corruption, increasing transparency
i n governnmental processes, and reducing mlitary spending, for
exanple, this instrument m ght reduce various institutional and
policy sources of potential violence. Specifically, donors offer
to provide aid or trade or threaten to decrease or elinmnate aid
them as positive or negative inducenents to pressure centralized
or authoritarian governnents to refrain fromhuman rights abuses
and to relax their grip on national politics.

Consi der abl e research supports the view that under certain
conditions, political conditionality has had significant effects
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in eliciting desired changes in recipient governnents, as shown
by a nunber of individual instances when conditions were applied
and governnents changed their policies (e.g., Ball, 1999 ;
DeFeyter). In Malawi and Kenya in the early 1990's, for exanple,
heavy- handed treatnent of diplomats and their own citizens | ead
to threatened aid cutoffs and other international pressures, and
t hese i nduced Presidents Hastings Banda and Dani el Arap-Mi,
respectively, to announce new el ections and take other steps to
open up participation in their governnents (Ball, 1993).
Particul ar actions against significant violations of nornms can
al so have a wi der denonstration effect by discouraging simlar
actions el sewhere (Nel son and Eglinton, 2). But while sone
efforts have succeeded, others have had m xed results or
ultimately failed. The push for elections in Kenya in 1992, for
exanpl e, may have enabled its | ongstandi ng president to becone
further entrenched (Ball, Stokke). Thus, how conmon positive
outcones are i s disputed.

Condi ti oning aid can have uni ntended negative effects, especially
a fixed, standard policy that cuts aid whenever a criterion is
violated. Cuts can backfire if recalcitrant regi nes nuster
sufficient donmestic opposition to expel donors, as occurred in

| ndonesi a and Zaire (Stokke, 52). This not only breaks off
contact and narrows the opportunities for dialogue and influence
with a regine, but mght encourage it to increase its

obj ectionabl e practices. External pressure for political reform
that is too strong can dimnish the credibility and | egitimcy of
new denocrati c procedures (Nelson, 1993) or displace indigenous
initiatives to pronote denocracy (Stokke). Cuts may punish
civilians for the behavior of political and mlitary |eaders.

And because political liberalization is a |long process wth many
possi bl e set backs, repeatedly raising or lowering aid in response
to political ups and downs nmekes it difficult to adm nister an

ef fective ongoi ng program of econoni c devel opnent.

But no instrunent or other intervention is going to be either
sinply effective or ineffective. A valuable aspect of this
instrunment research is its identification of the generic contexts
and conditions in which success or failure is likely to obtain.
For exanple, political conditionality is likely to be effective
to the extent that certain conditions are present, such as the
followi ng (Waller, Stokke, Skogly, DeFeyter, Nel son, Bal dw n,

312, 317):

e solid support for the neasures from donestic constituencies.

e significant political support for the changes within the
affected regine, so it is divided or anbival ent and external
pressure can help to tip the bal ance;
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the focus of the donor’s action is a clearly definable
behavi or |ike blatant anti-denocratic noves, such as mlitary
coups or aborted or fraudul ent el ections, a crackdown on civic
associ ations or opposition parties. It is easier to reverse
specific tinme-bound acts and behaviors that are clear

viol ations of certain norns, such as overthrow of an el ected
governnent, conpared to achieving | arger, vaguer, nore

conpl ex, and ongoing institutional changes such as
denocrati zati on.

cl ear specification of the actions that are expected fromthe
reci pient country;

concerted action by multiple donors, suggesting that
multilateral institutions that are heavily influenced by najor
donors, such as the Wrld Bank, may be better vehicles than

few trade, investnent, or security interests in the affected
country conpete with the need to pressure the governnent;

donors al so provide aid to help finance the reforns.
substitutes for the aid cannot be obtained from ot her sources.

National Level: Milti-Instrument Mssions . Another grow ng

genre invol ves case-studi es of one or nore places when
governmental or non-governnental actors undertook severa
kinds of initiatives in intra-state conflicts at early-stages
that were perceived to be vulnerable to violence, such as have
arisen recently over issues of secession and autonony, control
of governments, denocratization, and central governnent
policies (e.g. Congo-Brazzaville after its election violent
denonstrations in 1993). Mst of these focus on recent
failures in prevention, or “m ssed opportunities,” such as
Rwanda (e.g. Adel man and Suhrke, 1996, Suhrke, 1998), Bosni a
(Wbodward, 1995), and Burundi (Lund, Rubin, and Hara, 1998).
But some | ook at apparently successful prevention, or “seized
opportunities” (Hurlburt, Lund, Mazarr, and Zartman and Vogel
in Jentleson, ed., forthcomng in 1999; Lund in Al ker, Qurr,
and Rupesi nghe, forthcom ng in 2000). A consensus seens to be
t hat successful international preventive interventions have
usual ly involved early and vigorous attention to several

| eadi ng facets or “fronts” of a conflict. For exanple, this
means not only fostering elite political dialogue to achieve
power -sharing, but also deterrence or other nethods of
securing public order, as well as supporting significant

i nter-comunal reconciliation.

I[llustration: International Prevention in Macedonia, 1992-1998
From 1992 to 1998, Macedoni a w tnessed one of the nobst robust,

mul ti-faceted and nulti-actored i nstances of concerted
international preventive action in a situation that was perceived
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to be threatened by instability but not yet in crisis.6 Several
different kinds of initiatives, including preventive depl oynent,
of ficial negotiations, informal political dialogues, and civil
society projects were initiated with regard to the four nain
external and internal threats — Serbia, Macedoni a- G eece

rel ations, internal ethnic Macedonian and et hnic Al bani an
relations, and Kosovo -- that were posed to the new country’s
denocratic integrity. These efforts are widely assuned to
denonstrate a “successful” case.

A cl ose exam nation of the range of mlitary, diplomatic, and NGO
instrunments that was brought into play by the UN, OSCE, the EU,
the U S. governnent and several nmmjor NGO s over this period, and
reasonabl e i nferences about their likely inpacts based on their

t heori es of practice, produces a generally positive but also

mul ti-layered and sobering conclusion, in which specific strong
points as well as deficits were noted.

Specifically, mlitary and di plomatic instrunments were |argely
successful in ternms of danpeni ng down periodic incidents of |ow

| evel street violence and rising public tensions, as well as in
fostering political negotiations and settl enents anong nost of

t he antagonists. Vis-a-vis the top political and governnental

| eaders and a possible mlitary incursions fromthe north, for
exanpl e, the UNPREDEP preventive mlitary deploynent helped to
create a secure environnent for national politics to be carried
on between the ethnic Macedoni an and et hnic Al banian conmunities.
UNPREDEP and t he OSCE have both been unusually involved in the
donmestic and level local politics of a nore or less willing
sovereign state, even if often infornmally and behind the scenes.
The tenptation to undertake political violence to achieve group
ai s was di splaced by legitimte channels for political struggle,
i ncl udi ng non-viol ent street denonstrations. In addition,

however, internal denographic, historical, political and econom c
factors, such as noderate | eaders, provided sone basis on which
the international initiatives could build. Only in Kosovo, where
the conflicting parties were not seriously engaged by the

i nternational conmmunity, did prevention fail.

At the sane time, the preventive diplomacy inside Macedoni a and
Kosovo al so seens to have had an unintended King M das-Iike
effect. By so explicitly acknow edgi ng the Al banian ethnic
groups’ grievances, third parties raised their political
expectations and increased the incentives to continue their
nationalist political causes through ethnic nobilization. But
little was done to create the econom c conditions and broader
political environnment that could undercut or circunmvent the
tendencies of elites to ethnicize all domestic and foreign

6 This sunmmary is derived from Lund, 1999 forthcom ng.
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policy issues.

The vol unes contai ni ng several of these case studies seek to
generalize fromthemin order to draw useful policy
conclusions and to pose hypotheses for further testing (Mall,
1992; Munuera, 1994; Van Evera, 1995; Lund in Al ker, et.al.,
forthcom ng in 2000; \Walleensteen, 1997; Bloonfield, 1997).
Based on both these nulti-case research projects and

i ndi vi dual cases, Table Il synthesizes nany of the dinensions
or variables that appear fairly consistently to be critical
determ nants of violent or peaceful outconmes of energing
national conflicts — including internal as well as external
factors.7

Table 111
Key Vari abl es
that Determ ne the Trajectory of Potentially Violent National
Conflicts

Political tensions and issues will be addressed peaceful ly
rat her than escalate into significant violence, depending on
whet her:

I nternal Factors

» Past relations between the politically significant groups
have been peaceful in the recent past, rather than violent.

» Regional actors adjacent or close to the i medi ate arena of
conflict such as neighboring states, donestic actors, or

ref ugee communities remain neutral to an energing conflict or
actively pronote its peaceful resolution, rather than
supporting one side or another politically or mlitarily.

* Mderate | eaders fromeach of the contending comunities are
in positions of authority and in regular contact as they carry
out the public’s business, and they show sone evi dence of

7 The findings are stated in ternms of positive factors that
contribute to violent conflict prevention. W focus on intra-
state situations which have not seen violent conflict in the
i mredi at e past, as agai nst i mMmedi ate post-conflict situations.
(For details, see Lund, 1996; Wallensteen, 1998; Jentl eson,
1999; Varyrinen, et.al., 1999; Rubin, forthcom ng in 2000)
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progress.

Ext ernal Factors

e External action is taken before significant use of violence

occurs rather than followng it.

e Early action is robust in ternms of the positive or negative

i nducenents exerted on the potentially conflicting parties,
rat her than hal f-hearted and equi vocal .

e Early action is concerted and consi stent anong the maj or
external actors, rather than anbi guous or contradictory.

* Early action addresses the fears and insecurities of the
dom nant parties to a conflict, as well as pronoting the
interests of the weaker parties.

e The action deters or contains the possible sources that can

trigger imedi ate violence, as well as addressing the

political disputes at hand and other nediumtermor long term

sources of conflict.

 Support and protection is provided to the established
central political processes and governnental institutions,

| ong as they incorporate and engage the | eaders of the nmain
contendi ng constituencies in rough proportion to their
distribution in the population in give-and-take politicking
over public policy and constitutional issues, rather than
supporting exclusionary governnental structures or
constructing alternative opposition institutions.

e The dispersed diasporas of the parties to a conflict that
may reside in major third party countries are not highly

nobi | i zed behind their respective countrynmen’s cause, or they

support peaceful nmeans of resolution, rather than | obbying
their current governnents in partisan ways or aiding and
abetting coercive or violent ways to pursue it.

Mul tiple, structured cases. As revealed by this nmediumsized

| ist, conmparing several cases using a comon franework of

pl ausi bl e factors as gui di ng hypot heses avoi ds the m sl eadi ng

practice of selectively generalizing what are supposed policy

“l essons” fromwhat may be nerely idiosyncratic features of a
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single case. Single cases al so generate “too nmany”
expl anatory factors, whereas conparison can boil those down to
whi ch of them appear consistently.8

An especially policy-relevant multi-case nmethod is the close
systenmatic conparison of simlar pairs or sets. That is, very
simlar settings are chosen for conpari son where potenti al
conflicts escalated into violence in one or nore cases, but
did not escalate in the other case(s) (e.g., a forthcom ng
conpari son of cross-border kin-group conflicts in Hungary-

Sl ovaki a; Macedoni a, and Kosovo in Lund, 1996, forthcomng in
Al ker, et. al., 2000). These simlar pairs with differing
conflict outcones allow the researcher to elimnate the
comonal ities across the cases as the causes of whatever the
conflict outcone was. Instead, the nethod exposes the

di fferences between the cases that were associated with the
di fferent outcones and thus may explain them

Local Level. Despite the proliferation of grass-roots projects
of various kinds undertaken often by NGO s, and wi de reliance
on them by governnents, few rigorous studies of NGO nethods
for preventing local conflicts have been done so far
(Heinrich, 1997). But interest in evaluating the

8 The nore cases the better, but not just any case-study
format will do. Both the instrunment eval uations and whol e country
case-studi es use the nethod of case-study anal ysis known as
“structured, focussed conparison,” devel oped by Al exander George,
Robert Yin, Martha Derthick, and others. Experience-based
conpari sons of several cases using a common franmework are
superior to the nore typical approach to “lesson-|earning” that
is common in policy circles. The latter tend to | ook at one case
and of fer broader generalizations for imagined future cases, even
t hough they do not take explicit account of the associ ated
conditions in the one case that help explain its particul ar
outcone. \Wen |lessons are thus drawn foll owi ng no nethodi cal
rules of evidence, they are likely to be biased by the needs of
t he anal yst’ s agency or individual point of view, rather than
informed by a wi der exam nation of pertinent variabl es that
arises fromthe application of a policy and the context in which
it was applied. Because it provides little basis for judgi ng why
and where sone option “X’" is likely to be effective, this
i nformal approach can | ead to m staken inferences, serious policy
errors, and sonetinmes great harm At the sanme tine, the
qualitative, non-statistical nature of this conparative nethod
l ends itself to accounting for individual variations anong cases,
and normal |y speaks a non-statistical |anguage that is conducive
for conmunicating findings to policymakers
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effectiveness of NGO and other projects is rising anong the
foundati ons and devel opnment donors who are faced with choosing
where to put their limted resources (Ross, 1996; Conradi,
1998).

What preventive inpacts should be neasured in judgi ng whether a
preventive intervention is effective?

Rel ation to Conflict and Peace. The diplonmatic and ot her
interactive instrunents that are explicitly aimed at conflict
prevention can judge their performance in ternms of criteria such
as whet her incipient violence is contained or dispute settlenents
are reached. But many other non-interactive prograns and
projects currently in the tool box that may have actual or
potential conflict prevention inplications (e.g., infrastructure
devel opnent projects, denocracy-building prograns) are not
however specifically intended or designed to affect the forces
that shape the | evel of conflict or peace in a country. Few
efforts now being carried out in devel oping countries have a
mandate that specifically nentions conflict prevention or peace
building. Mst are ained at other goals such as civil society-
bui | di ng poverty reduction, denocratization, conventional
econom ¢ devel opnent, rule of |aw, good governance, econom cC
reform or human rights. They have other prinmary goals which
may or may not address the nost significant factors in a country
that are driving it toward a violent conflict, such as mlitias
intraining. At best, they may be secondarily justified as doing
that indirectly, but not directly and explicitly. They may not
even be targetted at strengthening the specific |ocal capacities
that are nost needed for peaceful resolution of differences, such
as by sustaining a political dialogue between a powerful
repressive governnment and a fledgling opposition. In fact, in
some circunstances, pursuit of these goals may have an opposite
destabilizing effect. Assisting a country to hold an el ection,
for exanple, though it nay be regarded as advanci ng denocracy,
has often contributed by its timng to provoking major viol ent
conflicts or a coup d etat (e.g., in Congo Brazzaville, Canbodi a,
Bur undi ) .

Consequently, setting appropriate performance criteria for

eval uating these policies’ inpacts with regard to various aspects
of conflict and peace nust take into account that there may be
only a renpote connection -- by deliberate design -- between what
they are officially intended to do (e.g., nonitor and report
human rights violations), and any evident effects on conflict and
peace. Such "indirect" preventive neasures can be evaluated with
regard to whether the explicit sectoral goals that they set for

t hensel ves have been achi eved, but w thout further analysis, it
is harder to measure whether there is a neaningful causa
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connection to known sources and dynam cs of conflict and peace.
Thus, the chall enge of assessing inpacts on peace or conflict
thus is like that faced by those who had to apply environnental
i npact or gender-sensitivity criteria to policy sectors with

ot her concerns. Table IV lists sone of these cross-cutting
criteria.

Al t hough the definition of conflict prevention includes capacity-
buil ding as well as violence prevention, nost of the case-studies
nmeasure success by whether a conflict erupts into violence or

not. But prevention effectiveness or ineffectiveness needs to be
judged in relation to several indirect and structural as well as
direct and interactive antecedents of violence as well as desired
conditions for peacebuilding. But sonme country-I|evel
retrospective case-studies | ook at a nunber of types of possible
i npacts that mght flow fromthe several instrunents that may be
found operating. These inpacts include, for exanple, whether
mutual | y suspicious ethnic groups are being equally served and

i ncorporated together in devel opnent and social service prograns.
These broader gauged assessnents that can produce nulti-|evelled
concl usi ons. The Macedonia study illustrates the application of
an eval uative approach that differentiates between various kinds
of possible inpacts on conflict at different levels (Lund, in
Jent el son, forthcom ng, 1999).
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Table 1V

IllTustrative Criteria
for Evaluating Peace and Conflict Inpacts,
(based
on major fronts in which national conflicts are waged)

Did the application(s) of the intervention:

Security

deter the outbreak or perpetration of specific possibly
i mm nent acts of violence?

keep actual |owlevel eruptions of occasional violence from
escal ating?

protect vul nerable groups fromlikely attacks of violence?

ease the sense of threat, fear and anxieties expressed by
vari ous groups toward one anot her?

Political Relations and Policy Deci si onnaki ng

engage opposed top-level political actors in new contacts and
conmmuni cati ons?

enter new substantive ideas and options into debate and
di al ogue that are seriously considered or adopted as
conprom se sol utions of outstanding di sputes?

help the parties | eaders reach agreenents on specific disputes
and public policy issues?

change the perceptions and attitudes that the |eaderships
groups held toward one anot her?

soften the stridency and tone of public debate and statenents?

Institutions and Mechani sns

create new i nformal venues and channel s through which di sputes
and issues can be addressed by the protagonists?
set up or strengthen formal institutions and procedures that

enconpass broad segnents of the population in denocratic forns
of deci si on- maki ng?

hel p buil d aut ononous spheres of social power that are active
outside the official organizations of both governnent and
opposition political parties and orgnizations (civil society)?

Di stribution of Resources and Participation

23
stinmulate active, salient efforts to address structural
di sparities anong the main groups at odds, by achieving nore
equitable distributions anong them of basic material and
econon ¢ needs, such as incone, educational opportunities,
housi ng, health services?.
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Scal e of the Effort. Another crucial inpact neasurenent issue is
how to judge the value of single initiatives in a country with
respect to the large political, mlitary and public opinion
forces that largely govern the main course of a whole nationa
conflict. Unless a project or even a national |evel progranme
entails the infusion of huge anounts of resources, |aunches
overwhel m ng coercive force, or nobilizes a powerful expression
of popular sentinent in a particular national conflict arena, it
is unlikely it alone or even several initiatives will discernibly
change the direction of an incipient national conflict or a
country's capacities for peace. To paraphrase a coment nade at a
recent conference by an NGO staffer whose organi zati on operates
in an African country that is currently sonewhat unstabl e:

"We evaluated all our projects and they were doing well. But
the country was steadily deteriorating."”

For exanple, aid prograns to support political parties and | egal
reformin Russia were found to have little discernible effect
because of the unfavorable political climte for introducing new
i ndependent political parties and because of the |ack of
resources available for new party activities such as training
(GAQ, 1997). To nmke a substantial difference, especially in a

| arge country, such progranms and projects either have to operate
wi dely, and thus their costs would be high, or their coverage of
t he popul ation and the needs they address are likely to be
l'imted.

Yet, just because particular interventions seemto have no

di scernible effect on a larger political environnent, that does
not nmean the projects are necessarily unproductive. It is
inportant to identify specific appropriate criteria for inpact on
conflicts and peace that are proportional to a particul ar
initiative's potential for influence, and by which they can be
appropriately judged -- short of the unrealistic standard of
havi ng obvi ous direct and dramatic effects on the course of a
country’s conflict. The challenge is finding appropriate
criteria that lie in between sinply operational project or
program obj ectives, on the one hand, and possibly unrealistic
nmeasures of inpact on the | arger dynam cs and course of a
conflict, on the other. Such criteria should be neither so
demandi ng, in view of the scope and resources required for an
effect, that no projects would be found to be adequate (e.g., D d
the initial fighting stop? Was a dispute settlenment reached?).

Nor should the standard be set so nodestly that all activities
w Il be found to have sone useful effects, thus naking the

eval uati on nmeani ngl ess (e.g., How nmany school children were
involved in the progranf?). Defining proportional criteria
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requires identifying a given initiative's expected scope of

i nfl uence on phenonena related directly or indirectly to conflict
sources and mani festations, in view of its resource |levels, the
particular level at which it operates, and the geographi c scope
of its coverage.

But this does not elimnate the problem of evaluating the |arger
i npacts. The problemremains of judging the aggregated inpact on
a whole conflict of whatever battery of initiatives in a country
setting is operating. Because no one initiative or actor alone
is likely to be able to alter the course of conflicts, it is
general ly recogni zed that what is needed is conbinati ons and
mutual |y supportive interactions of nmany actors’ efforts that
contribute to an overall prevention process -— thus, the rising
mantra of the need for nulti-actor “coordination” and “coherence”
that adds up to an overall conflict prevention strategy for a

gi ven setting.

Mat chi ng Met hod. The task is nore conplicated when several

i nterventions have been applied nore or less in tandem Here it
may be difficult to distinguish the inpacts on a conflict from
anong several interventions that may have been applied (as well
as fromother non-intervention factors). The “inside-out” option
woul d be to sinply apply the sane tests above to the several

i nterventions involved, one by one. The “outside-in” approach or
mat chi ng net hod, however, starts fromthe opposite direction: not
did X have inpacts, but what did situation X require. To avoid
the problem of the separate treatnents being successful but the
patient dying, this macro-eval uation nethod involves conparing
the sets of intervention responses applied to a conflict to the
various kinds of causes and offsetting peace capabilities in a

gi ven conflict.

Thi s approach starts by identifying and listing the particul ar
configuration of socio-economc, institutional, cultural-
attitudinal, and i medi ate behavioral sources that are present
in a given potential conflict situation. To fornulate its
list, it draws fromthe nmany studies of these causes done in
vari ous cases to develop a checklist and then applies the |ist
to see which causes in particular are nost evident in the
particul ar case at hand. This should give sonme indication of
the extent that each of these differing kinds of causal
factors was evident as a conflict situation evolved — e.g.,
when under |l yi ng soci o-economic disparities were present but
conflict was |atent because little political activity was
organi zed around the soci o-econom ¢ disparities, when soci al
groups began to be conscious of certain grievances and

organi zed around them and articul ated them when outward forns
of hostility began to surface, and so on.
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The nethod then turns to the intervention side and asks: *“Wat
was done by various actors toward this conflict, and in
particul ar, which of these various causes were addressed?

Whi ch were not?” To draws such concl usions, it catal ogues the
vari ous governmental or non-governnental interventions applied
over the sanme period of tinme as the conflict causes were
identified. By |ooking at each of the interventions
respective conflict/peace strategies (see above), it seeks to
determ ne whether these particular interventions had sone

pl ausi bl e causal connection to the main causes at work in that
case. The findings of such a matching procedure could be of
maj or eval uative and policy significance if it were found in a
case that certain causes of a conflict were being addressed
but others in that context were sinply being ignored.

The matching nethod was applied in a prelimnary way in a
recent case-study:

* Wth respect to Burundi, 1988 to 1996, especially follow ng
the coup and massacre of October, 1993, one study found
sone of the sane types of instrunents were in place as in
Macedoni a, including political dialogue through a UN
speci al envoy, a small OAU observer force, and nany
i nternational and donmestic NGO reconciliation projects,

i ncl udi ng EU devel opnent assi stance. However, while these
instrunents dealt with sone of the structural and
attitudi nal sources of the tensions, the conflict
prevention effort was skewed primarily to diplomatic
persuasion. Despite the presence of an QAU mlitary
observer m ssion, there was no effective neans to suppress
or contain the several imediate sources of |owl evel
violence that were steadily escalating the conflict both
before and after the Buyoya coup in July 1996. Viol ence was
all oned to beget nore violence. The perpetrators of

vi ol ence on both sides were represented by the Tutsi

dom nated arny, urban ethnic enclaves, and new i nsurgencies
form ng in neighboring Zaire and Tanzani a.

In short, in this case, despite a |l arge nunber of initiatives

by several actors, sone crucial elements were m ssing, thus
expl ai ni ng the subsequent escal ation of the conflict.
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How do we know t hat our conclusions are valid?

Al t hough one has been able to gather data on indicators of
various inpacts to be neasured, one cannot be confident that
identified inpacts in pre-enpting violent conflict or
enhanci ng peaceful trends can be attributed to the influence
of the preventive interventions that are in focus. How can
you tell whether preventive efforts have an inpact? O her
factors may have produced the result. So how can one
denonstrate a causal |ink between the intervention(s) and
various discovered inpacts in reducing the manifestations or
potential for conflict?

The nost conmon approach to concl udi ng causation is
sequential analysis. This exam nes the unfolding of events
over the course of a conflict, noting when certain
preventive actions were taken and whet her gross changes in
the conflict and peace indicators of interest
chronologically followed those interventions. Were the
features of an intervention (e.g., denunciation of human
rights violations) is seen to precede a positive change
(e.g., reduced violations), the latter is attributed to the
former. But the mere existence of a tenporal sequence does
not constitute a cause-effect relation. Many other factors
may have been responsi ble, such as events arising at an
earlier point in tine or an objective or subjective

i nfluence comng froman entirely different causal chain
(e.g., a leader’s conversion to a new outl ook on the
situation, or a governnment’s tenporary distraction from
commtting violations). O the result may have cone, not
fromthe nature of a particular intervention itself, but
fromthe particul ar people who were involved in carrying it
out in this or that instance, and the particular style with
which they did their work. This method is vulnerable to the
fallacy of post hoc ergo proper hoc (after this, therefore
because of this).

Associ ati on does not prove causation, and all explanation is
in varying degrees inferential rather than directly
observed. Nevertheless, there are several ways that the

i nevi tabl e gap between assuned cause and assuned effect can
be narrowed, and confidence in a causal connection can be

i ncreased. This confidence can be boosted by applying one
or nore tests:

1. Is there a causal logic that connects the intervention
to the result? One way to increase the chances there has
been a connection between a given intervention and a
peace or conflict condition or event is to |ook closely
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at the intervention to see whether its specific goals and
wor ki ngs coul d even be expected to have the effect
identified. Conflict interventions such as observer

m ssions, conditioned aid, or political dialogues differ
considerably in terns of the underlying anti-conflict or
pro- peace “strategy of action” that they enbody, what
Marc Ross calls their “theories of practice”. Each of

t hese operative theories constitutes a certain

conbi nation of goals, resources and ot her elenents that
are intended to work together. The nobst inportant

el ements are an intervention’s:

e Primary (imedi ate) and secondary (long-term objectives

e Targeted problem (its point of entry into the situation,
such as the local actors’ attitudes or behavior,
institutions, practices, or conditions that a tool ains
to affect, and at different |evels of society)

* Mde of influence used on the target to achieve the
objectives: “soft” and “hard “approaches, carrots,
sticks, and other inducenents

e International and | ocal inplenenter(s) that use the
resources in performng tasks to reach the objectives
(the “delivery systeni).

e Sponsoring organi zation that initiates and/or funds the
i ntervention.

Thus, the analyst can first see whether such a theory of
intervention even existed in the plans of the sponsors and
it was actually carried out, and second, conpare the
strategy inherent in an intervention with the inpact it was
believed to have, in order to see if the intervention had at
| east the logical potential to realize those results.

1. Do the conflict protagonists believe there was an
inmpact? As Mall points out, one elenment that is mssing
from sinply observing an intervention-inpact sequence is
whet her the key actors in the conflict situation
interpreted the supposed cause as a reason for the
i mpact. Thus, one’s inference can be bolstered if the
| ocal actors who were the agents of the inpact
interpreted the neaning of the intervention as a reason
for doing certain things that led to the inpact. This
requires, if practically possible, asking these agents or
cl ose observers of the agents whether they felt
i nfluenced in the expected ways.
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2. Is the causal link plausible in view of other known
know edge? The assumed chain of events can be exam ned to
see if it is consistent with existing social science or
ot her generally accepted know edge of rel evant phenonena.

3. Were the inpacts realized where the intervention was not
applied? |If possible, conparisons can be nmade bet ween
simlar situations, within the same conflict arena or
outside it, but where the intervention was not applied.

Al t hough an actual experinment cannot usually be perforned
inreal life and obviously toward past events, the

met hods of quasi-experinental research can be used to
identify the near-equivalents of “control groups” to see
if differing inpacts or no inpacts were achi eved where
there were differing or no interventions.

PROCESS AND ORGANI ZATI ONAL | SSUES

Who Shoul d Conduct Eval uati ons?

Each of the previous anal ytical and nethodol ogi cal issues
arises in sone way regardl ess of who carries out an

eval uati on and where, although the approach taken to these
i ssues may differ depending on the |locus of responsibility.
Thus, a further crucial issue being increasingly raised is
often stated as whether conflict prevention interventions
shoul d be evaluated in a “top-down” nmanner or in a “bottom
up, participatory” manner.

The former connotes outside anal ysts making the cruci al

desi gn choi ces and draw ng the study’s concl usions: defining
the units of analysis, gathering data from outside or inside
the conflict situation to identify the sources of conflict,
measuring the results of interventions, and interpreting the
findings to draw cause-effect conclusions. Mst (but not
all) of the casse-studies referred to above were done in
this way by “outsiders.”

The argunent for outside evaluation points to the val ue of
havi ng sone objective distance fromthe i medi ate di sputes
and enotions that are in the air so as to be able to be

obj ective and to consider a wi de range of causal factors
besi des what may be perceived by insiders. Another strength
is being better able to avoid arriving at a host of |ocal
factors of greatly varying inportance by applying cross-case
enpirical theory to pinpoint key causal factors and

i ntervention-inpact relationships, perhaps by testing

hypot heses drawn from several cases. A third may be greater
access to a greater range of interventions. The latter two
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are not necessarily inherent limtations of a | ocal
perspective, however, but functions of current capacity.
One mgj or downsi de of the outsider approach is |acking
sufficient contextual know edge to ascertain how | ocal
actors in a country setting interpreted the conditions and
these neanings led to certain consequences. It also fails
to involve the | ocal “stakeholders.”

The participatory approach neans that |ocal actors fromthe
conflict situation who are nore or less involved in, or in a
position to closely observe, a conflict situation undertake
each of the above research tasks. A strength for eval uation
that aspires to influence policy and the course of a
conflict is that those |ocal actors who are ultimtely
expected to respond to the conclusions of a study by

i npl enenting changes in |ocal practices to reduce the
conflict are nmuch nore likely to do so with respect to an
eval uati on whose design and inpl enentation they have been

i nvol ved in and they have ownership of. A comonly heard but
| ess persuasive argunent is that “only” |ocal actors can
“real ly” understand the situation, since this by definition
provi des no public test of validity and is often a di sguised
argunent for a particular interpretation.

Of course, one need not choose between the extreme of all
external design and inplenentation or all internal design
and i nplementation. Sone possibilities lying in between
i ncl ude

» external design and internal interpretation, or vice-
versa

e joint external-internal design and interpretation, using
an agreed-on franeworKk.

I s there organi zati onal capacity for applying past |essons
to i nform subsequent policy or practice?

Qoviously, a critical ultimate question is whether the
findings that result fromsystematic intervention
evaluations will be transmitted to the appropriate

pol i cymakers at various |evels who have the ability to do
sonet hi ng about the | essons, or at |east consider the pro’'s
and con’s of taking various actions. (Unless research
conclusions are incorporated into actual organizational
practice in sone degree and form we cannot truly call these
| essons “learned”!) The question is not whether existing
anal yses lead to particular responses. |In denocracies many
other political and other factors legitimtely shape any

gi ven policy decisions. The nore serious question for
effective, accountabl e denocracies is whether the existing
institutional and political capacities of any of the
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governnments, inter-governnental organizations, NGO s, or

ot her actors permt themeven to nmake use of avail abl e

eval uation studies in order to guide in sonme sense what they
decide to do or not do.

Early Warni ng/ Opportunity Capacity. This first part of this
guestion refers to whether these entities have ways to
conprehensively and systematically gather and interpret

i nformati on about potential energing conflicts, such as
early warning data. As noted in the introduction, sone
progress has beenmade by the UN, the EU, the OSCE, the QAU
as well as by the governnents of the U S.. The nmultitude of
early warning and conflict analysis projects are being

devel oped in NGO s and academ c institutes already conprises
a small industry of early warning specialists who variously
enpl oy quantitative and qualitative data and | ook at

mul tiple and individual cases (for a survey of approaches to
early warning, see the very useful but sonewhat m sl eadingly
titled book, Preventive Measures, 1999, edited by John

Davi es) .

Early Response Capacity. Mre to the point, this capacity
issue refers also to whether these entities have any neans
to systematically analyze not only early warning indicators
but also a range of possible options they mght use to
respond to these warnings, including reviewi ng the strengths
and weaknesses of the options as interventions, as well as
their political pro's and con’s. It also includes the
political and bureaucratic notivation to activate such
procedures in order to nake reasonably appropriate choices
and to actually carry them out.

A few descriptive surveys have been done of the existing
institutional capacities for early warning and preventive
action of certain mgjor potential conflict preventing
actors, such as the OSCE and the European Union (e.g.,

C i ngendael, 199 , Saferworld, , International Alert ) .
The enphasis in sone of these studies is on an

organi zation’s current procedures and units devoted to
gathering and interpreting conflict information and early
war ni ng data. Sone al so describe the formal decisionnmaki ng
process through which preventive responses are supposed to
be considered and to describing sone of the major
instrunments that may be available to the actors. A few al so
gi ve exanpl es of how such instrunents have been applied in
this or that conflict situation (See e.g., Hopmann, 1999 on
the OSCE and the office of the H gh Conm ssioner for
National Mnorities). But few in-depth enpirical studies
have been done of the actual processes whereby particul ar
entities interpreted enmerging conflict situations, defined
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their interests inrelatin to it, considered one or nore
options as ways to respond, and decided to take action of
sone sort or did not.9 Gaduate students seeking thesis
topi cs, take notel

CONCLUSI ON:
TAKI NG THE NEXT STEPS

Conflict prevention is now beginning to be taken nore
seriously but it is operating w thout systematic policy
gui del i nes and had nade sonme unfortunate errors. It is
essential that nore rigorous evaluative research be done
based on the recent experience, using a range of inpact
criteria that are appropriate to the I evel at which
particul ar preventive interventions operate and the
appropriate scale of inpacts they can be expected to
acconplish. The avail able research to date is finding
that, notw thstanding that each case or application is
unique in its situational details, suggestive patterns
are revealed. Certain identifiable internal and external
i ngredi ents seem essential for success that have to do

wi th local favorable and unfavorabl e conditions, when
third parties get involved, to what extent, through what
policy techniques. And differing types of individual
interventions are effective under certain conditions. The
reasons a country or inter-state relationship will follow
non-vi ol ent or violent nodes of handling political

di sputes are not totally unfathomable or random but
arise fromidentifiable el enents.

These retrospective | essons can be codified and
translated into practical guidelines for decisionnmakers
at every relevant level, and used prospectively to

di agnose potential conflict situations and plan coherent
multi-faceted strategies (e.g., FEVWER, 1999). But nore
energy needs to be invested in convening nultil ateral
venues that nmake possible the doing of joint diagnostic

9 Perhaps the closest to this type of in-depth study is
Susan Wodwar d’ s book on the Yugosl avian wars of secession,
Bal kan Tragedy, 199 , which includes consi derabl e anal ysis
of the actions taken by the UN, the EU and other third
parties. One section of Lund, in Jentelson, ed.,
(forthcom ng 2000), used interviews to exam ne whether early
war ni ng or other considerations influenced U.S.
deci si onmakers to get involved in Macedonia. Oher studies
in the Jentleson volune also deal with that question. Such
points are touched on also in the Lund, et. al. case-study
of Burundi, 1998.
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and prescriptive exercises, using common franmeworks and
vocabul ari es and infornmed by existing know edge.
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